Abstract The article suggests that the four-factor model of corporate citizenship (CC: economic, legal, ethical, and discretionary responsibilities) does not fairly represent all pertinent dimensions of employees' CC perceptions. Based on an empirical study with a sample of 316 employees, we show that, at least in some contexts, individuals distinguish seven CC dimensions: (1) economic responsibilities toward customers; (2) economic responsibilities toward owners; (3) legal responsibilities; (4) ethical responsibilities; (5) discretionary responsibilities toward employees; (6) discretionary responsibilities toward the community; and (7) discretionary responsibilities toward the natural environment. We do not suggest that this seven-factor model represents all of the (more) relevant CC dimensions in the employees' minds. We aim to share evidence showing that the four-factor model proposed by Maignan et al. (Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science 27(4):455-469, 1999) may be refined, at least when the employees are the stakeholders in question.
Introduction
Corporate citizenship (CC) has gained great prominence in the management literature (Matten and Crane 2005) , and higher CC expectations and standards are more and more addressed to companies (Lin et al. 2010; Mirvis and Googins 2006; Waddock 2004 Waddock , 2008 . CC often occurs when companies engage in activities that pursue a social agenda beyond that required by law (Lin et al. 2010; Siegel and Vitaliano 2007) . Examples of CC activities include financing employees' education, promoting ethics training programs, adopting family and environment-friendly policies and practices (e.g., internalizing externalities, beyond what is required by law; Meyer and Kirby 2010), establishing partnerships with nonprofit organizations, sponsoring community events (e.g., supporting local sports and cultural activities; allowing employees to carry out voluntary work during working hours), and caring for social welfare. There is a growing belief that by adopting CC practices companies are able to reap benefits such as attracting consumers and earning higher profits, building a positive corporate image and increasing attractiveness, and attracting investment (Backhaus et al. 2002; Becker-Olsen et al. 2006; Lin et al. 2010; Siegel and Vitaliano 2007) . Literature suggests that CC may improve corporate financial performance (Margolis and Walsh 2003; Orlitzky et al. 2003) . Porter and Kramer (1999 , 2002 , 2006 Perspectives about CC differ, however, with two principal conventional views prevailing (Matten and Crane 2005) . The ''limited view'' equates CC with philanthropic responsibility (i.e., discretionary activities consisting of ''putting something back'' into the community), the fourth level of Carroll's (1998) corporate social responsibility (CSR) approach. The ''equivalent view'', which we adopt in this article, ''is essentially a conflation of CC with the existing conceptions of CSR'' (Matten and Crane 2005, p. 168). Perhaps, the best ''representative'' of this view is Carroll's (1998) perspective, in which CC is defined in the same way that Carroll (1979) initially defined corporate social responsibility-as embracing economic, legal, ethical, and discretionary/philanthropic responsibilities.
Although using slightly different phrasing, Maignan et al. (1999) and Maignan and Ferrell (2000, 2001a, b) adopted this equivalent view and defined CC as ''the extent to which businesses meet the economic, legal, ethical, and discretionary responsibilities placed on them by their various stakeholders '' (Maignan et al. 1999, p. 457) . Economic citizenship includes the duty to be productive, to bring utilitarian benefits to employees and other stakeholders, to maintain corporate economic wealth, and to meet consumption needs. Legal citizenship requires pursuing the firm's economic mission within the framework of the law. Ethical citizenship requires that companies abide by the society's moral rules. Discretionary citizenship means meeting society's desire to see companies actively involved in societal betterment beyond economic, legal, and ethical activities. This four-dimensional construct was operationalized and validated by Maignan et al. (1999) , and has been used in further empirical studies (Lin 2010; Lin et al. 2010; Maignan 2001; Maignan and Ferrell 2000, 2001b; Peterson 2004) .
Most research about CC has adopted an organizational level of analysis and/or focused on external stakeholders. Few studies have investigated how organizational members develop attitudes and behaviors according to the ways they perceive their organizations' CC. Maignan and Ferrell (2001a, p. 471) argued that employees are the ''firm's internal audience''. And Kaler (2009, p. 297) , in his ''optimal version of stakeholder theory'', argued that ''employees have a co-equal status as stakeholders with shareholders (the maximum allowed for under stakeholder theory)''. According to this author, such status is based on the fact that employees directly contribute to the economic functioning of the corporation, and incur several financial and nonfinancial (e.g., health and safety) work-related risks (Kaler 2009). Therefore, employees are not only observers of CC practices, they are also directly (e.g., through wage, training and development, and occupational health and safety practices) and indirectly (e.g., through organizational policies that affect the local community to which employees belong) influenced by such practices.
Thus, the way employees perceive CC may impact their attitudes and behaviors (Lin 2010; Lin et al. 2010; Maignan and Ferrell 2001a; Peterson 2004; Pfeffer 2010; Rego et al. 2010; Turker 2009a) . For example, Lin et al. (2010) suggested that ''good examples of corporate citizenship'' may lead employees to adopt more organizational citizenship behaviors (OCB). They found empirically that the perceptions of legal and ethical citizenship related positively with five dimensions of OCB, although the perceptions of discretionary/philanthropic citizenship related negatively with two OCB dimensions. They excluded the perceived economic citizenship from the study, arguing theoretically that such responsibilities are unlikely to influence OCB.
Lin et al.'s study clearly demonstrates how important it is to distinguish the several CC dimensions, lest equivocal findings are produced and erroneous practical implications are extracted (see also Lin 2010). Thus, for studying how employees respond to their perceptions of CC, it is necessary to study how they make sense of the several ways organizations perform their CC activities. This article presents empirical evidence showing that the four-factor model referred to above does not represent fairly all pertinent dimensions of the employees' CC perceptions. We follow Rego et al. (2010) , who showed empirically that employees distinguish between discretionary responsibilities toward employees from discretionary responsibilities toward the community. These authors also suggested that other dimensions may be identified within the discretionary dimension if, for example, a significant number of items for measuring discretionary responsibilities toward the natural environment are included. An organization may be highly oriented toward satisfying some community interests (e.g., schools and sports) and at the same time neglect the environment and natural resources.
On the basis of arguments that will be presented below, we argue that employees distinguish three dimensions of discretionary responsibilities (toward employees, community, and the natural environment). We also note that employees distinguish two dimensions of economic responsibilities (toward customers and owners). This contributes to the discussion about the dimensionality of the CC construct, and provides clues that may help other researchers to deepen the analysis and detect other specific dimensions. The study matches two different approaches to CC: (1) one distinguishing CC toward different stakeholders (Turker 2009b: society, employees, customers, and government); (2) another differentiating CC dimensions according to the corporate activities' content (Maignan et al. 1999: economic, legal, ethical, and discretionary) . Although both approaches incorporate both ''stakeholders''
